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INTRODUcrION 

An E.:1IJ.erging area of research in maj or cities of the United States 

involves public opinion polls dea1:ing exclusively with crime-related 

topiC's. From publications sponsored by the U. S. Depart:Inent of Justice 

one readily observes that these studies were conducted in the 1970s. 1 The 

purpose of these studies was to aid decision makers in the criminal justice 

area with systt'l11atic information on a variety of topics. These topics in

cluded evaluation of local police, attitudes of individuals toward crime 

and crime rates, attitudes of victims of crin'e, arrong others. In our 

specific locality, Corpus Christi and the Coastal Bend Region, no systematic 

research is available on these topics. With this in mind this study was 

conceived and conducted in Corpus Christi to obtain serne preliminary data on 

matters pertaining to crime. 

This study differs from the rnei1tioned ones in two ways. First, while 

those projects sponsored by the U,S. Department of Justice involved per-

sonal interviews with several thousand individuals in major U. S. cities 

(and thus were very expensive), the survey on Corpus Christi implemented 

1 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

2 

telephone interviews for 359 respondents. 2 Second, the national projects 

dealt indepth with a mre limited number of topics. This study of Corpus 

Christi was designed to tap the following topics: 1) perception of crime 

and the crime rate; 2) evaluation of police and contact of the policei 

3) crime prevention, and LI) demographic characteristics. Let us turn to 

the findings. 3 

--_._----

2Alfred J. Tuchfarber and William R. Kleck, Random Digit Dialing: 
Lowering the Costs of Victimization Surveys (Cincinnati: Police Foundation, 
1976). These authors conv1l1cinglyargue that the costs of crime-related 
surveys can be greatly reduced by usjng telephone interviews. This survey 
of Corpus Christi would have been imposlJible without the use of telephone 
interviews. 

~or those interested in metilodo1ogical concerns, such as the deve1op
m:mt of the questionnaire, the system for choos:ii1g the respondents, and the 
implementation of the interviews I see Appendix B. 
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II. 

PRESENTATION OF THE: FINDImS 

In this section the l.esults of the survey will be presented. The 

percentages are rounded off to the nearest whole number, and thus the 

total percentage will add up to 99 percent to 101 percent, except 'Where 

multiple responses are indicated. The intention is to briefly discuss the 

findings without inj ecting the author's own interpretation except in a few 

cases where the reader could be mislead. Generally, the title of the table 

indicates the substance of the question askedj it is recommended, that the 

reader go to Appendix C to study the exact phrasing of each question. 

While the entire sample size was 559, in some instances fewer than this m.nn

ber responded. Thu..q, in each table the reader will see (N=_) to indicate 

how mm.y individuals fell within each category. The presentation of the 

findings is clustered into four categories. These are deroographic character

istics of the sample, perception of cr:ime, perception of police perfm::mance 

and contact of police to report crimes and crime prevention. 

Demographic Characteristics of 
The Sample 

In Table 1 data are presented on the respondents' sex, annual f.mly 

inc~, and education. Since the interviewers used the May, 1977 telephone 

directory to choose the respondents, one would expect our data to confonn to 

3 
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the characteristics of those who have a l:i.~ted telephone number. UnforLu.t1c.1.te1y, 

there is no way to gather dcm::>graphic dat.::l from the telephone directory. 

Thus) in order to determine whether we can generalize from the Corpus Christi 

survey, ';.':;e cml compare our data with the 1.970 Census. 4 
Ti1.e reader lll.1Jl:)t.t'e~ 

menner, however, that the census data is about eight years old and thus 

outdated. In any cc\.Se, we would not C'XPt'l~t wide discrepancies b(),tw(~en the 

two sets of data except for dnta tlllit could he accotn1.ted for by bim,cs wi.thin 

the telephone di.rectory. 

Sex 

TABLE 1. 

Sex, Arm:unI Family Incon1f.:, ffild Education 
of tlw S~I~)le 

Atml1,al Family Income Education 

-------,---------,--~-----

Male Fe:na.le 

4CJ% 51% 

(N=559) 

Less than 
$13,000 

More than 
$13,000 

42% 58% 

Less than 
High School 

High Schonl 
Or MJre 

25% 75% 

(N=559) 

~is excludes the categories of 'no response," "reti~ed/' and "unemployed." 

lj. u. S. Bureau of Census, Census of Pgpulation and Housing I Census Tracts 1 

Final Report PRe (1) -51 Corpu..c; Christi, Texas, OOA. 
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The sample was composed of 49 percent male cmd 51 percent female 

respondents with the 1970 census data indicating that 48 percent of the 

over 16 population of Corpus Christi was male and 52 percent was female. 

'TIle survey results were very accurate probably because each studm1t was 

encouraged to obtain interviews from five males and five females. 

AnmL:'11 family income and education show sorre discrepancies with the 

1970 census mta. The census indicates th'lt 51 p€'rcent of the Corpus Christi 

family incom~s were below $] 0,000, whereas 42 percent of our survey respon

dents said that their annual family incorre was less than $13,000. If "'JI;.) 

consider inflation, our results may reflect thC' present sit.uation more 

accurately than t'he 1970 census. In our survey 75 percenL of the respondents 

stated that thl'Y had at least a high school educati.on, whereas the census 

figures indicat.e th,U1 only 51 percl2!nt. of the Corpus Christi population of 

25 years or older reported at least a high school education in 1970. Part of 

the problem might be accounted for by the fact that 15 percent of our respon

dents were under 25 years of age, but perhaps the trore significant problem is 

that a telephone survey would be biased in favor of those with a higher 

educati.on i(>vd. 

Table 2 shows the ethnicity of respondents. Our sample was canposed of 

7 percent Black American, 24 perc61t l1eKican American, 68 percent Anglo Ameri

can, and 1 P(·l"(·(·nt other, wl1(~reaS the> 1970 census data indicate that the over 

16 populi .. =ttion \.!I.msisted of ~ percent Negro I 36 percent Spanish surnamed per

sons, 58 percent Anglo Arrerican, and 1 percent other. Our percentages 
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Anglo 
American 

68% 

(N:=559) 

l'ABill 2 

Ethnicity of Respondents 

'Mexican 
Amerir.!ctn 

24% 

Black 
Ameri~ 

7% 

6 

Other 

1% 

- ,,-,--_ .. _-----.----._--- ------

for Mexican ~\rre:-ican and for Anglo American show some discrepancies. 

'TIle bias is probably that Mexican Am:.:rjcans do not have the same pro

portions of telephones as do the Anglos. A partir:: 1 expVmation may li~ 

in the fact that Spanish surnarres are clustered in the telephone directory, 

and thus our technique of choosing respondents would preclude the selection 

of the exact proportion of Mexican A1rericans and Anglos. Some evidence from 

alphzbetized voter registration data suggests h~c this may be the case. 5 

One last check on demographic characteristics is presented in Table 3 

on the telephone exchanges :in Corpus Christi. Data from the telephone cor.npal.1y 

SIn a recent study by 13 of my students of the 20,917 "lost" voters :in 
Nueces Comty, we fomd Spanish surnames to be highly clustered. Each student 
comted Spanish surnames on approximately 30 pages of computer printout. We 
fomd wide discrepancies in the nurri>er of Spanish surnames each student fomd 
in the pages covered; the range was from 665 to 176, with only three out of 
the thirteen students being close to the average of about 450 Spanish surnames. 
In other words, while Irore research is needed to determine the bias involved, 
it appears that a sample based on each :interviewer receiving an equal mmiber 
of pages to choose an equal number of ncures might discriminate against Spanish 
surnames I which were highly clustered in the "G' S" as well as the "R's" and 
"8's." 
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TABLE 3 

I 
Residential Telephone Exchanges (October 31, 1977) 

Corrpared with Exchanges from Survey 

I 
I 

Exchange Hesident8 Survey Difference 

I 
241 6.0% 5.0% -l.0% 

265 .4% .2% - .2% 

I 852 12.0% 12.0% 0 

853 13.0% 10.0% -3.0% 

I 854 11.0% 11.0% 0 

I 
855 10.0% 11.0% +l.07, 

882 7.0% 7.0% 0 

I 883 7.0"/0 9.0% +2.0% 

884 7.0% 5.0% -2.0% 

I 888 4. OX, 2.0% -2.0% 

I 
933 .4% .4% 0 

937 6.0% 6.0% 0 

I 991 13.0% 13.0% 0 

992 3.0% 6.0% +3.0% 

I 
I 

99.8% 97.6%a -2.2% 

I ~e percent is not closer to 100 because of rounding-off error with 

I 
a long list of numbers. 

I 
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indicatL~ LItHt. 0(11: ~ilc·LCtXi(i'li. ll!Y1C'C'dm:c 'tIJas very representative of the resi

dential tdt\ribu:'.H' \·'~;('\ur':\~~~\. Iu Fact, the average difference between the 

telcphejil.Q wwh:lI!:~l'C: in i'l id cii.y ,llld our survey was only 2.2 percent. There

fore, 't't)'H C,;l.!1 ,t/ th;!t. llll" th.L! ... ':JXl'. representative of those Corpus Christi 

resident::; 't11110 h:iV,; Li.:,:tcd tl'l(;'1'.h.JL!!!8. Now we can turn our attention to the 

second cl.t!Bt€'!' (i" i'(11k:(':·i.!~3 ~ nnmJ.11y, Lbe perception of crime. 

'1'0 dut<"~~!,::",· ll/ihHe'll p~·!~cQPtion of cr:.i.rne and the crime rate, we 

iliwe1.op~ltJ ~W\j, i'·1 lU(·:I,lIIW3. '11K' Lmie questions dealt with the three 

advaIlt£:lgc.~S to 'uv..1ug 1u ~':orpus Christi, ilie three greatest problems facing 

the rc~jj dnn;:·; .; : ~p! ~i.1 , PU1';'''l''U IILl of ilie criIre rate in thl! respondent's 

ncighhodlOt:d, '" 1 ,It (he ,~·rim.J;'1 rate in the U. S., perception of safety 

neighbt.H:h \0\ 1 dlll hi I hi Lj~jy • 

hq!H'l 111",1, , 'li.:ll.~1 i'.i I IC' interviewee, he identifit.~d himself with 

COl::PUS t:iu,hni ;';;ili' ! !'!:';o..:.t.l:i Lt.y !al.il, did not ~diately state ilie purpose of 

ilie SUl"\Jt'Y' .\ i"'l \1;; .~ I.' vl1 d ll' ~ ;ub j ect matter of the survey ~'JOuld have biased 

tbe 'n!~.l{.l,.·Ij)l.k\nt ( , t / U.' ~ i ~.;Jtu;~u ii1:<:..'"tions. The first questiuil (See Appendix 

C) ask~,\d for i.lK HEX:\' ;\!\~att;t;t th,ivantages to living in Corpus Christi. 

This ~/"W~ ind1..~' l,~tli' :\; h;'<1st Lhi .:C~ reasons. First, the results of the 

questi(,n l'lmld l.,' iI')t.'f.!l for plth·j~1g the problems in perspective. Second, 

since t·1H.~ qU(,'~;j; nn i.·mn ;,p,-'l1-em:,!.!ll (allowing the respondent to give a variety 

of responses), ('(ilK'civably "lack of crime" or some related issue could have 

emerged. 111:11',: lilts of pl):.,;i,tive question is a good way to ''break the 

ice" i.n 311. :inb.'IVLe'i.v. 
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TABLE 4 

Three Advantages to Living in Corpus Christi 

~dvantage First Seconda Thirdb Total PercentC 

Climate 34% 17% 10% 61% 

Outdoor Rec. 26% 21% 12% 59% 

:MJderate Size 10% l3% 11% 34% 

(N=559) 

aAbout l3 percent of the respondents did not give a second reason 
for living in Corpus Christi. 

bAbout 32 percent of the respondents did not give a third reason 
for living in Corpus Christi. 

Crrhe total percent adds up to rrore than 100 percent because of 
multiple responses. 

TABLE 5 

Three Greatest Problems Facing the Residents of Corpus Christi 

Problem First Seconda Thirdb Total PercentC 

Crime 14% 10% 6% 30% 

City Conditions 10% 10% 6% 26% 

School 10% CJ% 4% 23% 

(N=559) 

a.wenty-nine percent of the respondents did not mention a second problem 
for Corpus Christi. 

b About 54 percent of the respondents did not: mention a third problem for 
Corpus Christi. 

~e total percent adds up to rrore than 100 percent because of nrultiple 
responses. 
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Table 4 indicates what the respondents thought were the three greatest 

advantages to living in Corpus Christi. Climate and Outdoor Recreation were 

virtually equal in the minds of the respondents with statements re1at:ing to 

Moderate Size def:inite1y third. The People, Jobs, and Beauty of the area 

received 17 percent of the comments or less. 

Table 5 reveals the respondents' perceptions of the three greatest 

problems fac:ing the residents of Corpus Christi. If the students had stated 

at the beginning of the interview that the survey dealt with crime, then one 

would anticipate that this percentage would have been higher. City Conditions 

and School Issues were rated second and third respectively. The Cost of 

Living was rated at 23 percent (the same as School Issues) but received fewer 

first and second Ire.tltions. Jobs were rated at 6 percent. 

Same observations are warranted for the three greatest advantages and 

the three greatest problems. More respondents could mention advantages to 

living in Corpus Christi than prob1enlS fac:ing the residents. More specifi

cally, the top two advantages had about a 60 percent mention, whereas the 

top two problems had a Ire.tltion of about 30 percent (a ratio of two to one). 

Table 6 presents the results of two questions: the respondent's per

ception of the crime rate in his neighborhood and his perception of the crime 

rate in the U. S. From Table 6 we can see that the largest percentage of 

individuals in Corpus Christi (45 percent) thought crime remained the same 

in their neighborhood with approximately 40 percent thinking that it had 

increased. On the other hand, the respondents thought crime had increased 

dramatically in the U. S. About 59 percent thought crime had increased a lot 
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TABLE 6 

Crime in the Neighborhood Compared to Crime in the U. s. 

Neighborhood U. S. 

Increased a lot 19% 
39%a 

59% 
85%a 

Increased a bit 20% 26% 

Remained same 45% 5% 

Decreased a bit 7% 4% 

Decreased a lot 3% 3% 

Don't know 7% 4% 

101% 101% 

(559) (559) 

~ese percentages are the result of adding both categories of 
"crime increase." 

11 

and 26 percent thought that crime had increased a bit; the total who thought 

crime had increased in the U. S. was 85 percent. This percentage contrasts 

dramatically with the local perceived increase of 39 percent. Our findings 

that residents of Corpus Christi clearly perceive their neighborhood as being 

safer from cr:i.rne than is the nation as a whole parallel aJ..roost ex.<:lctly those 

of a national study. 

Only about half as many respondents (40 percent) believed that 
crime in their neighborhood has increased within the past year 
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or two as believed that national cr:ime had :increased during 
the same period. Another 41 percent said6 that neighborhood 
crime has rerna:ined about the same . . . . 

12 

Table 7 likewise presents the results of too questions I perception of 

safety in one's neighborhood at night and during the day. Approximately 69 

Safety 

Very Safe 

Reasonably Safe 

Somewhat Safe 

Very Unsafe 

Don't Know 

TABLE 7 

One's Neighborhood at Night 
f\nd Dur:ing the Day 

Night 

29% 

40% 

16% 

14% 

1% 

100% 

(N=559) 

Day 

67% 

27% 

3% 

2% 

1% 

100% 

(N-559) 

percent felt very safe or reasonably safe :in their neighborhood at night I while 

about 94 percent felt very safe or 't"easonably safe :in their neighborhood dur:ing 

the day. The responses indicate that the overwhe1nri.ng majority of people in 

Corpus Christi feel safe in their neighborhood. 

6u. S. Depart:rrk?nt of Justice I Publi.G- Opinion About Cr:ime: The Attitudes 
of Victi.n:s and NOflVictims in Selected Cities I p. 15. Italics were theirs. 
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The Perceived Causes of Cr:i.rne, Table 8, were also :included :in the 

category of perception of cr:i.rne. Adding the lIagree" categories together, one 

can see that the top four perceived causes of cr:i.rne were items 1 (Judges and 

laws too lenient), 8 (Unemployment), 2 (Citizens maware of ways to prevent 

TABLE 8 

Perceived Causes of Crime 

~ J >. 

~ 
Q) 'QlQ) 

~ru .jJ tlQ) 
§$ W ru -I-l'cJ fij~ §~ 'cJ ~~ ~~ ~~ 

"Ot/) l:L~ -I-l 
~ ~;S 00,::4 e9 

1. Judges & laws too lenient 52% 27% 11% 6% 4% = 100% 

2. Citizens unaware of ways to 
prevent crime 35% 40% 8% 13% 4% = 100% 

3. Publicity encourages crime 43% 25% 11% 13% 8% = 100% 

4. Lack of e.."qJerienced policemen 9% 23% 27% 25% 15% = 99% 

5. Insufficient ntunber of policemen 34% 24% 24% 12% 7% = 101% 

6. Violence of television 41% 25% 10% 13% 12% = 101% 

7. Police have too little power 32% 25% 22% 14% 8% = 101% 

8. Unemployment 39% 37% 9% 9% 6% = 100% 

9. Too easy to get fireann 35% 23% 11% 15% 16% = 100% 

10. Breakdown of traditional 
:institutions 45% 27% 11% 12% 5% = 100% 

(N=559 in all categories) 
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criIre) I and 10 (Breakdown of traditional :institutions). In each of these 

cases I the middle category I "don It knCM, neutral, II was low, that is 11 per

cent or less. The item that the respondents disagreed with the rrost was 

nurrber 5, (Lack of experienced policerren), and that was the item that received 

the highest middle rating, "don't know, neutral." 

Finally, we ask.ed whether there were "other" causes of crime that the 

respondents wanted to m:mtion. Vlhile 80 percent did not rrention other causes) 

the remaining 20 percent (110 respondents) thought "drugs" was the rrost inpor

tant followed by ''no parental guidance" and "too easy on crim:inals. 11 If 

we work out the percentages based on the 100 respondents, then 35 percent 

trentioned drugs with 13 percent and 11 percent m=ntion:illg the latter two 

perceived causes of crime. 

Evaluation of Police, Crimes Committed, 
and Police Contact 

This section will present the f:indings on the evaluation of the police, 

whether the :individuals were victims of different types of c~s I to what 

extent they reported the different crimes to the police, and how satisfied 

those who reported crimes were with the police response. There were a couple 

of concerns when developing these questions. First, fran contact with. the 

local police, it was known that they expected a low rating from t.he residents 

of Corpus Christi. However I it was thought that the.y would be pleasantly sur

prised by the results. Second, it seemed plausible that this survey would 

:indicate that many crimes, particularly smaller ones (theft of a bicycle), 

would not be reported to the poli~e; many studies have shown this to be the 

case. 
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In dealing with this category, there are two caveats. First, the 

reader should rernerrber that the questions spelled out a time period, "during 

the past year." Second, the nanory of individuals on the time period as well 

as the crime they or their family were the victim of, especially if the crime 

was minor, may not be accurate. 

The rating of the police confirmed the expectation that the police 

would be pleasantly surprised by thE.' findings. Table 9 shows that 45 

percent gave the police a good rating, 47 percent gave the police an 

average rating, and only 8 percent gave the police a poor ratjng. One 

can question what an "average" rating really means, but perhaps the 

TABLE 9 

Evaluation of Police Performance 

Good 45% (250) 

Average 47% (262) 

Poor 8% ( 45) 

100% 

(N=557) 

best way to determine this is in a future survey Where more categories 

exist. The findings on Corpus Christi here aga:in parallel those of a 

national study. In surveys on thirteen U. S. cities, the 1972/73 survey 

show that 42 percent of all respondents rated their police as good, 37 

percent as average, and 13 percent as poor, While the 1975 surveys indicate 
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40 percent as good I 41 percent as average, and 12 percent as poor. 7 There 

are two srre.ll differences in comparing the .corpus Christi survey with the 

national one. First, our police received four or five percent fewer "poor" 

ratings. Second, our survey shows that less than .5 percent responded to 

I the "don't know" category, while the national survey had se;ven (7) percent 
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responding "don't kn.cM" on both occasions. In surrmary, the Corpus Christi 

police received slightly better ratings. 

From discussions with the local police as well as from a study of the 

national surveys, one would expect the Corpus Christi police to receive a 

substantially lower evaluation from minority groups, such as Blacks and Mexi

can Americans. The f:indings :in Table 10 :indicate that there is viJ.:tually no 

Good 

Average 

Poor 

Don't Know 

(N=544) 

TABlE 10 

Evaluation of Police Performance 
by Race/Etlmic Group 

Black 

4270 

47% 

8% 

3% 

100% 

(N=38) 

Mexican 
American 

44% 

44% 

12% 

100% 

(N=126) 

Anglo 

46% 

47% 

7% 

100% 

(N=37l) 

7U•S. Department of Justice, The Police and Public Opinion: An Analysis 
of Vict:inrl.zation and Attitude Data from 13 American Cities I p. 11. 
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difference in the evaluation of the local police by our tri~ethn.ic ccmmmity. 

However, in the 1975 national study I '~mtes" gave a lt7 percent good Isvaluation, 

37 percent average, and 9 percent poor, whi1€' "Blacks/others" gave a signifi

cantly lower good evaluation of 24· percc.:>.nt, an average rating of 50 percent, 

and a much higher poor evaluation of 19 percent. 8 Thus) the findings :in the 

Corpus Christi survey should be gratifying to all of us. 

Table 11 shows the respondents I answers to a '~reak-:in to the building 

where they live" and their perceptions of "attallpted break-ins to the 

building where they live." Thirteen percent said there was a break-in and 

TABLE 11 

Break-In c.U1d AttGI1pted Break-In 

Attempted 
Break-In Break-In 

Yes 13% 11% 

No 86% 89% 

Don't Know 1% 0% 

100% 100% 

(N=559) (N=559) 

11 percent said that there was an attempted break-in. In both cases the over

wheJming majority, 86 percent and 89 percent respectively, answered "no." 

Table 12 reports data on stolen items left outside the house th,'lt were 

Bu.s. Depart:nY:nt of Justice, The Police and Public Opinion: An AnalysiR 
of Victimization and Attitude Data from 13 American Cities, p. 11. 
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stolen. The single item rrost often m:mtioned was a bicycle, 7 percent I 

followed by children's toys, 3 percent. The "other" category, 10 percent, 

included a variety of items. 

TABLE 12 

Stolen Items Left Outside the House 

Item Stolen 

Bicycle 7% 

Children's Toys 3'70 

Garden Hose, Sprinker 1% 

Garden Tools 2% 

Lawn Mower 1% 

Other 10% 

No 77% 

101% 

(N=559) 

Table 13 shows the percentages reporting whether they or a member of their 

family were a victim of a crime by type of crime. As might be anticipated the 

highest percentage, 10 percent, comprises the category of items inside the 

vehicle such as a CB radio, tape deck, etc. When we calculate the percentages 

of those who were victims (thus leaving out the "no" response category, we 

find that out of the 123 individuals who said they were victims, 41 percent 
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reported theft of an item inside the vehicle. lhe other categories appear 

self-explanatory. 

TABlE 13 

Vict:im of Crime and Type of Crime 

Car, Truck, Ivbtorcycle 

CB Radio, Tape deck, or item frem 
vehicle 

Robbed by Force 

Victim of Theft with no Force 

Injured with a Weapon 

Injured, no Weapon 

Raped 

Other 

No 

Includes 
"no" response 

4% 

10% 

1% 

2% 

1% 

1% 

4% 

78% 

101% 

(N=559) 

Victims 
Only 

17% 

41% 

6% 

8% 

3% 

4% 

2% 

18% 

99% 

(N=123) 

The data in Table 14 deal with the expectation that lesser crimes 

would tend not to be reported. The data indicate that at least a 

slight majority of the respondents tended to contact the police on all cate-

gories of crime. Any explanation for the fact that all cr:i.Ims tend to be 

I reported 't\OUld be pure speculation with the present level of analysis. 

I 
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TAB.lE 14 

Contact Police for Crimes Mentioned 

Don't Know or Total 
Yes No Not ApElicable Percentage 

Break-In 10% 4% 87% 101% 

Attempted Break-In 6% 5% 90% 101% 

Items Stolen OUtside 
Heme 9% 8% 83% 100% 

Individual or Family 
Member Victim 10% 6% 84% 100'1Q 

(:N=559 for all categories) 

Some answers might be forthcaning fran further study. '!he lesser crimes I such 

as "attempted break-in" and "items stolen outside the home I" ~re not reported 

to the same extent as the apparently roore serious cr:imes of ''break-in'' and 

"individual or family manber a victim. " 

From Table 15 we can see that 18/+ individuals reported that. they called 

the police when a crime was corrrnitted and that the IT'.ajority were satisfied 

with this police contact. Scxre :individuals might have been vict:ims roore than 

TABLE 15 

Satisfaction with Police Contact 

Very Satisfied 36% 

Somewhat Satisfied 26% 

Somewhat Unsatisfied 17% 

Very Unsatisfied 20% 

99% (N==184) 
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once at1d thus could have reported that they contacted the police several 

t:i.roos. The findings are that 62 perc\::nt of the individuals reported that 

they were satisfied "tvit-h only 37 percent reporting that they were unsatisfied. 

Of those Who were unsatisfie~, over 80 percent gave similar responses. 

'!hese generally can be placed into the category of disillusiornnent because the 

police were unable to "solve the cr:i.roo." In other v;ords I such responses 

as the police "did not recover the stolen items, II "failed to catch the 

criminal," and "no fingerprints were taken" were coomm. Sane individuals 

stated that the police lacked interest, were rude, or suspicious toward 

the victim. Still others responded that the police took too long to arrive 

or could not carne to certain locations (such as a private parking lot), 

It was thought that there would be a relationship betw'een the level of 

satisfaction with police contact and the evaluation of police performance. 

'!he data in Table 16 indicate a relationship. Out of the 72 respondents 

TABI.E 16 

Satisfaction with Police Contact by Evaluation of Police Performance 

Good Average Poor 
Job Job Job 

Very Satisfied 63% 23% 8% 

Somewhat Satisfied 21% 34% 13% 

Somewhat unsatisfied 8% 25% 17% 

Very unsatisfied 8% 18% 63% 

100% 100% 101% 

(N=72) (N=88) (N=24) (N=184) 

M 



-------------~-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

22 

who had contact with the police and gave them a good evaluation, 63 per

cent were very satisfied and 21 percent were sa:rewhat satisfied. At 

the other extrerre, out of the 24 who had contact with the police and gave 

them a poo"t' evaluation, 63 percent were very tmSatisfied and 17 percent 

were sorrewhat tmSatisfiedi however) the reader must keep in mind that 

genera1izati~s are difficult with only 24 respondents in this category. 

Having studied various aspects of the survey J we can perhaps better 

COJre to grips with one of the maj or ccmcerns of this study. This deals 

with the steps taken to prevent crime. 

Grim: Prevention 

One of the maj or reasons for this proj ect was to determine how the 

residents of Corpus Christi had responded to the many appeals for them to 

help reduce the cr:i.Ioo rate. The data in Table 17 list:s the findings of 

I cr:ime prevention techniques taken. In light of information from the crime 

I 
I 
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prevention unit at the police department~ there is possible exaggeration o~ 

what individuals cla:imed that they were doing.9 If the answers reflect 

reality, then it seems reaso;.1.able to conclude that the efforts of local 

organizations have been effecti've. 

tiers of the police cr:iroe prevention unit have stated that indivi
duals l:eport having taken cr1me prevention steps, but s~ police follow-up 
visits indicate that many individuals have over-est:ima.ted the steps taken. 
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TABLE 17 

Cr:ime Prevention 

Already 
Yes No Dane Total 

Take keys out of car 38% 7% 55% 100% 

Lock Car 40% 19% 41% 100% 

Put all Items Inside House 45% 21% 34% 100% 

Lock Doors in House 46% 8% 46% 100% 

Put special Locks on Doors 34% 54% 13% 101% 

Install Special Equipment ~LO% 86% 5% 101% 

Leave Lights on When Out lj·6'7o 2(1% 34% 100% 

Buy or Have Access to Firearm 20% 64% 16% 100% 

Identify Valuables (with Driver I s License) 32% 59% 9% 100% 

Call Police if Suspicious 31% 60% 9% 100% 

(N=559 in all categories) 

Perhaps a more realistic way to test the above responses is to CheCk 

the answers to the question about other measures taken to prevent cr:ime. 

Table 18 records the responses. Eighty percent of the respondents could 

not m.mtion any other step~ that they were taking to prevent crime. This 

may be suggestive of exaggeration in Table 17. However, this possible exa.g

I geration is easy to understand when we consider that people want to "look good" 

I 
I 
I 
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TABlE 18 

Other New Steps taken to Prevent Crimes 

Dogs 
Mfud Own Business 
Fence 
Moved 
Secured Locks 
Neighborhood Watch 
Door viewer installed 
Crime Prevention Sticker 
Change Phone Number 
Bring Car Items Indoors 
Lock Car in Garage 
Take Suspicious Car license 
Control Children 
Fool Potential Cr:iminals 
Chain Things Down 
Improve Lighting 
Photograph Valuables 
Use MOre Caution 
Not Applicable 

apercentages were less than one-half of one percent. 

6% 

1% 
1% 
3% 
5% 

1% 

1% 
1% 

1% 

Z% 
80% 

a 

a 
a 
a 

a 
a 

a 

a 

102% b 

(N=559) 
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houe to rounding off error in a long list of items the percentage is 
higher than vvould be expected in a smaller table. 

or give the "right" answer and that the interviewers were asking sensitive 

questions. 

In conclusion, when we take into consideration that people see their 

neighborhoods as being safe I the police as doing a good job, and other 
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factors I we can conclude that crime prevention techniques are difficult 

"to sell." In other words, if b.~e residents of Corpus Christi do not see 

crime as a maj or problem in their neighborhoods, then perhaps they are 

unwilling to accept sane simple crine prevention teclmiques. At the same 

tine 8dditional research needs to be done in this area before such a con

clusion can be accepted. The additional research could :involve personal 

:interviews with a dozen respondents in order to determine whether they 

clearly see a relationship between a safe neighborhood and unwillingness 

to accept crine prevention techniques. One might find some other vru."'iable 

(such as extra work or lOOney involved) responsible for the relatively low 

acceptance of crine prevention teChniques. 
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CONCIlJSION 

In this conclusion a surrrnary of the maj or findings and the future 

di:t;'ecticn of research will be presented. 1he major findings of the survey 

tl1US faI' can be listed: 

1. Contrary to stateI'fEIlts about low public evaluation of the local 
police, the data indicate lIDderate to strong support. 1he 
results certainly indicate that very few individuals give the 
police a poor rating. National surveys indicated similar 
support. 

2. 1here were no rnaj or differences in rating of the police by 
different ethnic/racial groups, contrary to the findings in 
other cities. 

3. 1he residents of Corpus Christi believe that there is virtually 
no cr:i..me increase in their neighborhood canpared to their per
ceptions of what has happened to the cr:i..me rate at the national 
level. From a variety of responses, it would appear that people 
are fairly content with what they perceive to be a low crime rate 
in their neighborhood. This finding parallels those of national 
studies. 

4. 1he residents of Corpus Christi probably exaggerated what they 
had done or were doing to prevent criIre. 

5. One could tentatively conclude that the public is reluctant to 
accept cr:i..me prevention teclmiques because they do not see crime 
as a very serious problem in their neighborhood. 

1he future direction of research seems clear. First, lIDre research 

on the data collected will take a considerable aroount of time. These 

findings, in turn, will aid us not only in understanding this survey but 

26 
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also in developing a better instrument for possible, future surveys. 

Second, the selection of the respondents can be improved. The telephone 

survey is the best approach because of the enonrous costs involved with 

perscnal interviews, but "quota" sampling should improve the representative 

nature of the sample. In other words, one could specifically ask for a 

certain number of Mexican Amaricans, Blacks, and Anglos as we did for males 

and females. However, it seems that sane personal interviews would be 

helpful arrong those individuals who do not have telephones in order to 

determine whether their answers fit into the same pattern as the rest of the 

cOll!11l..i!1ity. Third, the infonnation gathered has already been used by law 

enforcement officials, the city council and staff, and the tmiversity. 

As a result, it is easy to recommend consideration of a follow-up project 

within the next couple of years. S:ince this survey has been of an explora

tory nature, the next survey could hone in on certain, specific aspects 

covered "too broadly" :in this project. The national surveys cited in this 

study are cases in po:int. Some of our questions were s:inri.lar, if not 

verbatim. By and large these studies dealt w'i.th a specific topic, such 

as evaluation of local police I and stayed on tha.t topic. This approach 

might provide us nore meaningful data. 

In the final analysis, however, the acceptance of this report by the 

entire cormrunity is critical if futu"'Ce projects can be considered seriously. 

More specifically, the greater the use of this report, cited accurately 1 

the greater the possibility of s:inri.lar studies. 
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APPENDIX B 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND JMPLEMENTATION OF THE INI'ERVIEWS 

The purpose of this appendix is to discuss the c1eveloprrent of the 

questionnaire, the system for choosing the respondents, and the imple

Jre!ltation of the interviews. Input for the questionnaire carre fran a 

variety of sources, Mrs. Bocock, the police departtrent, and my colleagues. 

Since, to the best of my knowledge, no survey of this type had been 

conducted in Corpus Christi, the attempt was to develop an instn:nnent 

that could be labeled "exploratory," that is, while there were several 

specific areas of interest that needed to be tapped, it was hoped that 

findings from the survey could lead to better efforts in the future. One 

of the nnre specific concerns was that the questionnaire not be too lengthy 

and that coding could easily be done while the students were conducting 

the interviews. 

The system for choosing the respondents presented SCJl:re concern. Our 

objective was to contact residences in Corpus Christi. Because of the con

siderable time and expense involved with personal interviews, as well as 

the sensitive subject matter of this survey, the supporters of the project 

suggested that we use telephone intervi.ev7S. That seemed logical, but there 

was concern with some of the difficulties of telephone interviews, namely, 

certain biases (such as the fact that lowe~ income individuals tend not to 

have telephones and thus 'WOuld be excluded) are inevitable. Using "random 

digit dialing" for the last four digits within each telephone exchange was 

29 
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considered. The hope was that we could receive .:l .;:0pl:csnntative cross

section of the city. lIovKNer, we shortly disGOVQl'Qd that r~mdom digit 

dialing 'trould have involved the intervitM~rs in sp(;:ndillg time calling 

nmbers that did not eJo.st as well as having to apQ!ogizc~ for calling non

residential numbers. Finally, it was decided to UHe tho t~;lephone direc

tory of 'May, 1977 since it was easily accessible to all Btulicnts 0 

Because of the difficulties expected with the telephone directory, the 

goal was to obtain as many :interviews as possible. Sine\..! UK~t·e were a 

large number of interviewers I we were able to obtain ~)[.~9 i.ntorviews, which 

hopefully :increased the accuracy of this survey. gnch [jl m:kmt took four 

pages of the telephone directory with some tald.ng an additi.onal four pages. 

As a result we were able to cover the entire lluIIlbcr of ll<lgCG. 

After each student received his four pages of the din';('.t01:Y, each was also 

given a list of t:wenty-five (25) random numbers (tak~n frum a table of random 

nunbers). The instructions were to cotmt all re::d(k~nt:L:d teh:phone numbers 

(business and goverrn1lent telephones were skipped) on thC' four pages and then 

choose those telephones which came from the list of 'i.'andom l1UU1b(~rs. For eXB!1.1ple, 

the first number was 100, and thus the studen.t tvTmld call the lOOth residenti~',i} 

telephone number. Students were asked to complete tGIl (10) interviews each; 

SCJIre did less. The procedui:'e was to stay with the fh'st tE:i.1 telephone 

numbers fOlmd from the random numbers list and to call i:hc numbm:s at three 

different times before replacing one of the first tEn i1rnnb<.~J:8 with another. 

No student ran out of the twenty-five random mnnbers. In addition, students 

were requested to interview five males and five females. 
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F:inally, several factors should be Iffintioned concerning the intervievs. 

First, the interviews were conducted during the latter part of November and the 

begirming of December, 1977. Second, II'Ost interviews were conducted in the 

evening fran about 6:30 to 9:00. Third, each interviewer properly identified 

himself as a student at Corpus Christi State University. Fourth, confiden

tiality of the responses was guaranteed. If the interviewers encotmtered any 

difficulties with their identity or the confidentiality of the results, they 

were instructed to have the individual call 100. Approximately ten called 

with II'Ost being very complimentary about the way the students handled them

selves. With my experience with surveys in Corpus Christi, I would have to 

say that ten calls from respondents is high, but then the subject matter of 

crime is very sensitive. 

Very few surveys are totally accurate. Generally, the margin of error 

is easy to determine by looking at same table. Unfortunately, these tables 

deal with personal rather than telephone interviews, with the latter not being 

quite as accurate. Another problem already roontioned is the sensitivity of 

asking questions about crime. I feel certain that some of our responses were 

biased. Overall, however, I think our margin of error was relatively small and 

have. tried to give som: general guidelines for the answers given, which varied 

according to the sensitivity of the question asked. 
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APPENDIX C 

1HE QUESTIONNAIRE 

TELEPHONE SURVEY OF 1HE PUBLIC 1 S PERCEPTION 
OF CRIME, CRIME PREVENTION} AND POLICE ACTIVITIES 

IN CORPUS CHRISTI. 1977 

~oose respondent according to class instructionJ 

Hello I I'm , a student at Corpus Christi State University. 
We are conduCt:ing a survey in our ccmnunity. 

{According to class instructions, ask for the male or the female of the house 
if appropriate. } 

Cl-4 Respondent's NUmber; leave blank on coding sheet. 

C5-6 Record your interviewer's number. 

C7 1) Male 2) Fana,le 

First, let me ask you a couple of questions on CoX}nLS Christi before further 
explaining the purpose of the survey. 

Ql Question 1. 'What do you think are the three greatest advantages to living 
in Corpus Chri r.oti? 
C8-9, 10-11, 12-13 

Q2 'What do you think are the three greatest problems facing the residents of 
Col.--pUS Christi? 
C14-l5, 16-17, 18-19 

Q3 Would you say, in general, that the local police are doing a good job, an 
average job, or a poor job? 
C20 1) Good job 

2) Average job 
3) Poor job 

Q4 Within the past year or too, do you think crime in your neighborhood has 
increased a lot, decreased a lot, decreased a bit, or remained the same? 
C2l 1) Increased a lot 

2) Increased a bit 
3) Decreased a lot 
4) Decreased a bit 
5) Remained the same 
6) Don't know 

31 
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Within the past year or two, do you think that crime in the United States 
has increased a lot, increased a bit, decreased a lot, decreased a bit, or 
remained the same? 
C22 1) Increased a lot 

2) Increased a bit 
3) Decreased a lot 
4) Decreased a bit 
5) Ranained the same 
6) Don't know 

How safe do you feel or \rould you feel being out alone in your neighborhood 
at night? 
C23 1) Very safe 

2) Reasonably safe 
3) Sanewhat tmSafe 
4) Very tmsafe 
5) Don't know 

How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your neighborhood 
during the day? 

C24 1) Very safe 
2) Reasonably s,afe 
3) Sanewhat safe 
4) Very tmSafe 
5) Don't know 

Q8 During the last year did anyone break into your hane, garage or other 
building where you live? 
C25 1) Yes 

2) No 
3) Don't know 

Q9 {If yes} How mmy times did some one break in? 
C26 { Record 0-9 times} 

Q10 Did anyone attempt to break into your hane? 
C27 1) Yes 

2) No 

Q1l {If yes} How mmy times? 
C28 {Record 0-9 } 

Q12 During the past year I was anything stolen that happened to be left 
outside of your horne, such as :in an open garage or carport I or is 
norma11y'kept outside of your house? Such items could be: 
C29 1) Bicycle 

2) Children's toys 
3) Garden hose, sprinkler 
4) Garden tools 
5) lawn MJwer 
6) Other Record on cod:i.ng sheet. 
7) No (nothing was stolen) 

G30 1) More than one of the above items stolen 
2) More than two of the above items stolen 
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Q13 

Q14 
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During the past year, have you or any manber of your family been the 
victim of any other crime? Such crimes could be: 
C31 1) Car, truck, nntorcyc1e 

2) CB radio, tape deck, or other item from vehicle 
3) Robbed by force when 8!iJay i-rom hane 
4) Victim of theft with no use of force while away from hane 
5) Injured with a weapon 
6) Injured without a weapon (such as a fist fight) 
7) Raped 
8) Other {Record} 
9) No (Not a victim of any other crime) 

C32 1) More than one of the above crimes mentioned 
2) More than 0;0 of the above crimes mentioned 

Did you contact the police for any of the crimes mentioned above? 
C33 1) Yes, on break :into home (Q8) 

2) No, on break :into hane (Q8) 
3) Don't know, not applicable 

C34 1) Yes, on attempt to break :into home (QlO) 
2) No, on attanpt to break :into home (Q10) 
3) Don't know, not applicable 

C35 1) Yes, on items left outside home (Q12) 
2) No, on items left outside home (Q12) 
3) Don't know, not applicable 

C36 1) Yes, on individual or family manber being victim of 
other crime (Q13) 

2) No, on individual or family manber being victim of 
other crime (Q13) 

3) Don't know, not applicable 

Q15 If you contacted the police in any of the above instance or instances, 
were you generally very satisfied, someWhat satisfied, somewhat unsatis
fied, or very unsatisfied with the police's response? 
C37 1) Very satisfied 

2) SO!.reWha.t satisfied 
3) Somewhat unsatisfied 
4) Very unsatisfied 
5) Don't know, not applicable 

Q16 If unsatisfied Could you explain Why you were not satisfied? 
C38-39 Briefly write out the response on the coding sheet. 
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Q17 

Q18 
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Within the past couplL~ of years, have you t.aken any new steps (L e., have 
becc:me oore cautious) to prevent crbm? These. steps -COUld include the 
follow:ing, whi<.~h I will read and you simply answer "yes" or "no." 

1) Yes 2) No {Recol'd on coding sh~et.} 
3) Alr.eady have done these 

C40 Take the keys out. of your (~ar. 
C4l lack your car. 
C42 Put all i..terilS, such as bicycles, garden equi,pment, inside your 

house or garage. 
c43 Lock the doors in yom: htmHe andj or garage. 
c44 Put special lock..., on your doors (such as dead-bolt locks). 
c45 Install specialized cq1..lipmm1t, such as burglar alanns. 
c46 Leave liehts 011 'tmen you leave your house at night (or use t:imers). 
C47 Buy or. just have a firea1.1n nJ(Jrl8 accessible. 
C48 Identi.fy items of value, such as a. stereo, televtsion set, with 

your Driv(:r' s License Number. 
c49 Call the police when you are. suspici.ous of an event but not the 

victim. 
C50-5l Other (Briefly describe on codu1g sheet) 

Many people disctms the causes of crime. I am going to read you a list of 
some of the frequently mentioned causes of crime. Will you please tell me 
whether you strongly agree, ooderately agree, don't know or feel neutral, 
ooderately disagree, or strongly disagree with these mentioned causes of 
crime? 

C52 
C53 

C54 

C55 
C56 
C57 
C58 
C59 
C60 
C6l 

C62-63 

1) Strorlgly agree 2) Moderately agree 3) Don't know, neutral 
4) Moderately disagree 5) Strongly disagree 

Judges and the laws are too lenient on convicted criminals. 
The average citizen is too unaware of ways in which he could 
prevent crline. 
Too nruch publici.ty in the media on criminal activities, which 
encourages other crimes. 
Lack of ~erienced policemen. 
Insuffici~lt number of policemen for a. city of our size. 
Violence on television. 
laws do not give policanen enough power to catch the criminal. 
UnE!l1ployment. 
Laws make it too easy to obtain a fireann. 
Breakdown of traditional institutions, stlch as the family, school, 
church. 
Other (briefly explain). 

Now, let me ask some basic questions to d(.~~;ermine if our survey is representative 
of the Corpus Christi camunity. 

Q19 How mmy years have you lived in Corpus Christi? 
C64-65 (Record number of years). 

Q20 How many years have you lived at your present address? 
C66-67 (Record number of years). 
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Q21 Do you own 0r are you renting your home? 
C68 1) Own or being bought 

2) Rent 

Q22 Could you please tell me how old you are? 
C69-70 
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Q23 Could you please tell me how many years of formal education you have 
completed? 
C71-72 

Q24 Could you please tell me what ethnic group you belong to? 
C73 1) Black American 

2) Mexican American 
3) Anglo American 

Q25 Could you please tell me appruximate1y in what category your armual family 
income would be in? 

C74 1) Less than $6000 
2) $6000 to $8999 
3) $9000 to $12,999 
4) $13,000 to $16,999 
5) $17,000 to $24,999 
6) $25,000 and over 
7) Unemployed, retired 
8) Don't know 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TOO .AND COOPERATION. WE ARE CERTArn THAT YOUR 
HEJ:.;p CAN AID AlL OF US IN CCMB..t\TING CRIME. 

(Record on code sheet the address l telephone number: ask for address if needed.) 
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APPENDIX n 

mnoo OF OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 

Advantages to Corpus Christi 

01. CROWfrl - potential, resources, industry, tourism, port, NAS. 
02, CLIMATE - weather, breeze, mild winter. 
O~. ENTERTAINMENT - arts and crafts', cultural opportuni ties. 
04. OUTDOOR RECREATION - beach~ location, water, fish, hunt, parks, boating, 

seashore, island. 
05. GOOD INSTITUTIONS - schools, churches, police, nursing facilities, political 

environment, city government, city management. 
06. HODERATE SIZE - suburbs, quiet, clean, no traffic congestion, ease of 

commuting, uncrowded, no pollution. 
07. JOBS - hetter pay 
08. BEAUTY - view, scenery, nic.e, like - overall like. \ 
09. NEXICO - proximity. 
10. PEOPLE - nice, friendly, pretty girls 
11. COST OF LIVING - good economy, cheap to live. 
12. HOUSING - good, own homes~ 
13. LOW CRIME -
14. COMMERCIAL ASPECT - shopping good, facilities of cosmopolitian. 
15. LIFETIME RESIDENT - advantage of living here all of life. 
16. PLURAL COMMUNITY

r 

- no discrimination, many racial groups, family community. 
17 • RETIREMENT ARE;! 
18. RELATIVES NEARBY -

00. OTHER 
99. No Answer, Don't Know. 

I Problems of Corpus Christi 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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01. TOO LITTLE GROWTH - need industry, tourism, port, more diversified economy 
losing oil production, threat of loss of NAS, economic problems, need shopping. 

02. TOO MUCH GROWTH - too big. 
03. JOBS - not enough, unemployment; low pay. 
04. CLIMATE - weather, wind, warmth, hurricanes, bad for allergies, humid, no choice. 
05. POOR CITY CONDITIONS - streets, drainage, lighting, downtown area, dirty. 
06. COST OF LIVING - high taxes, high utilities, high !.nsurance. 
07. ENTERTAINMENT (lack of) - clubs, cultural activities. 
OB. POOR INSTITUTIONS - Police, child supervision, churches, abortion clinics, no 

organized labor. 
09. CRIME - (too much) - vandalism, drugs, rape, burglaries, reckless drivers. 
10. ETHNIC PROBLEMS - discrimination, undesirables. 
11. SIZE - too small, too big. 
12. SCHOOL PROBLEMS - poor education, teachers' salaries low, busing. 
13. PEOPLE - bad, dirty, old, selfish, young, unfriendly, uninvolved peop10, 

conservative. 
14. NO RELATIVES - in area. 
15. CITY PLANNING - Traffic buildup, need community center, future water shortage, 

transportation of resources, lack of housing. 
16. CITY GOVERNMENT - need new mayor, city m~anager bad, dislike bond issues passed. 
17. LOCATION - difficult to obtain things, too far south, close to water, distance 

from other urban centers, not on main trucking routes, isolated. 
18. CONFLICT - environmentalists vs. economic growth (expand or not), civilian 

conflicts, sports vs. commercial fish. 
• 

36 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

II 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Probl~ms of Corpus Christi 
t!ont'd 
p. 2 

19. ILLEGAL A,!..1F.!..NS 
20. WELFARE - POVf;!rty, poor people. 

00 - No problems 
99 - No Answer, Don't Know 

Other Steps to Prevent Crime: CSO-51 

DOGS 
HIND m.m BUSINESS 
FENCE 
HOVIW to more secure Ioea tion. 
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01-
02. 
03. 
04. 
05. 

---SECURE FIXED LOCKS - nail wind(\~.jB, cars, g<lrage, barrecl sliding g1.1sS, gn-1 ('ill' 

06. 

07. 
08. 
09. 
10. 
II. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 

lock. 
NEICH130RHOOD \01ATCH - ask police to patrol, [lsk nelghbor to wutch~tt>1l'photl,-, 
-f~)llowUI-;--U-n hoWi"e r,llL'Sts dep.:1rt. 
PEEP HOLE - in front door. - --
CRnm PREVENTION STICKeR. 
CHANGE P~IONE--u.-----
BRING ITEMS INSIDE - at night, CB, nntenna, etc. 
TAKE LICEN~SE '-1.--------_ .. _-
LOCK CAR IN GARAGE ... _--" -------
CONTROL CHI LOREN ----fOOL POT!mT}AL CRININAI~ - 1 envc bl inds open, radio on. 
CHAIN THINGS DO\vN 
·Ci(!J.:!' {Nt. - inc rea:;t.!d, 1'0 pn ired. 
PHOTOGI~\PIIS OF VALUABLES wi th j nsurance company. 
USE HORE CAUTION ---------SLANTED NEivS ~!ED1i\ -------_._-- --

99. Don't Know. No Answer. 

Othl'r Cnuses 0 f Crimt': C62-63 

01. 
02. 
03. 
04. 
05. 
06. 
07. 
OS. 
09. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 

\~OHEN HORKT:-J(~ .. --..... - ..... _---,. ....... ' 
LACK OF PARENTAL r.tl1DANCE - pnrL'ntB don't con!. 
PUBLICITY ------INFO AVATLABLE ON WEALTHY PEOPLE - Ill'"'!; nn crinll's. ---_.. ----, 
DRUGS -.---
DRINKTNG -_.---
tACK OF DISCIPl.INE. ~CH()Ol. PROBLE.MS - Schot)lH, poor edut':lt [\)1\. 

-I NCREAsEi:)-o,;"liru r .tdi(l:~-·------· _._ .... _,._--_ ....... - .... ---
J~<?'O~'.!.U Ct~ Y..~!!~..!~! 
Jyl.~!AL--.!)ROl~I:£;,:-!§. - p re,i lid i C I!. 

BRliJ\KDOHN OF ~IORALS - lack \If l'l'llgjoo, l:lC"k of reSpt'Cl fur !,olieL'. 
cHAtttmcurnil::S w(t.;·liADES UP 
NEGLJGENC8 - lInthlnkinr, IwoplL', apathy. • 
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Otlll'l' CalW~'H of CrimI' 
cont'tl 
p. 3 

14. 
15. 
16. 
l7. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 

INFLATrOt\ 
BAD CmlPANY , .... __ .... _ w. __ _ 

.T00_ Et\~Y~~RJ~~~~Ii.~:S. - r('least.! on bond, probillion, bail. 
LACK _a}"~ TIIINC:S __ I0.. J~ f n r young. 
.T:J~i':.K_~~~..!.'OLI0i - Quali ty policl'. 
~ll:~TAL 1LLNESS ---
1.0101 HAl:ES ------
PEN,\L SYSTE~l .... -.._-.. ------_..--

99. No Answer, Don't Know 

~lV Not Sntisfied with Police Contact: C38-39 
~ .. ----- --------_._--

38 

01. RESPONSE: DID NOTHING - didn't show up, p(l('lr rL'sponse, no follow-up, 
--~-n~ecovereJ s to I-en i-tC'ms, fa i led to en teh criminal, no [i ngl~rprin t1': taken, could 

02. POLICE PERFOR~IA~CE - LACK Of INTEREST - not traclL ---------------------._--_. 
rout.ine perfornwnce, ruth>, sllspicious tl1w<lrd victim. 

03. TOOK TOO LONC; TO ARRTVE - sll)w rL'sponst.!, short handt'd. 
04. ·iic)lii~i1~TE-TO_crR'I:~f:"i LOCATlON~ - wlwn threntenl'd wouldn't come, private 

parking lot. 
ASSAULTED BY P()LICE ----_._._--_ .. _---as. 

06. 
07. 

P(~~LC':.~.J..!:~'\DS TIED, frustrated. (Police did not have enough power.) 
POUR INVESTfGATION 

99. No Answer, Don't Know 

• 
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The printing expense of this survey was assumed 
by the Coastal Bend Cotmcil of Governments 

through ftmds made available by a grant 
from the Cr:iminal Justice Division 
to the Crime Prevention program. 








